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TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 


FIRST COMPT ROLLER'S" GECE, . 






WASINGTON. D. ©. March 5, iss. é 
Prenat * we 


Ge 
of 


Peal 


Hon.Daniel M. Fox, 


“o> 
| ee 


; #e- 


v 


Superintendent of the Mint, 


FR 


Philadelphia,Pa. 
Speier 
1, 


abe am. in receipt of your communication of the 6th “instant, 


together Ss cocaruns tug papers in regard to a certain deposit 


vr git 


of 124° 90/100 ounces of gold deposited in the Mint at Philadelphia 
on ali 11,1855,by one A.Squires,from Colorado County ,Cal. ,whi ch 
you have submitted to me for my opinion as to whether or not the 
testimony offered is sufficient to authorize you to pay the eae 


of said depesit of gold to a man no” veer ame eg cat a As 


aforesaid. 





You transmit to me the original testimony taken in’ Whee 1- 


ing,West Virginia,for the purpose o!} identifying the man,ard alsg 






ecopics of the testimony taken in California. It has been; 2¢ 

time since the deposit was made,and I think you snout ibe ¥ : 
ss 

ticus in making payment,and not pay it to any one re ee is 

not,in your opinion,clearly established. 


I understand from the avit presented by the man rep- 
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resenting himself to be A.Squires,as well as your own statement, 
that he produces what is claimed to be the original certificate of 
deposit given by the officers of the yint in 1855,but that,owing to 
the faded condition of the yaper,the name of the party,if any,which 
was in the blank space cannot now be deciyzhered,except brought out 
by chemicals,and then very indistinctly. I understand,also,from 
your communication,that at the time the deyosit was made the sig- 
nature of the depositor,A-Squires was taken upon your books ,and 

the signature of the applicant,upon comparison with that on your 
books ,appears,in your opinion,as very similar to the latter,as much 
like it as could be expected considering the advanced age of the 
applicant,who nov claims to be about 71 years old. 

I find,also,in examining the papers that parties living 
in New York suggest that their uncle,one Anderson Squier went to 
California about the same time that the applicant went,and that he 
returned in the year 1855 with a considerable amount of gold-dust, 
no trace of which was found in his family until the publication was 
made in regard to the application now before you by Mr.A.Squires. 
You will observe that there is a difference in the two names. The 
applicant's name is Alexander Squires,while the name of the person 


suggested by the New York parties is Anderson Squier. If I under- 
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stand you,the signature upon the books of the Mint is A.Squires and 
not Squier; so that there seems to be a very marked discrepancy be- 
tween the two names as presented in the papers which you have en- 
closed to me. 

I have examined the testimony taken in Wheeling,West Vir- 
ginia,together with that tasen in California; and I am eet well 
satisfied from that testimony,that the party now claiming che de- 
posit is the party who is really entitled to it. I have rarely 
ever known a case to,be better made out wea that he seems to make 
out by persons who have known him from boyhood,lived with him and 
near him until he left for Califormia in 1850. They also state 
when he returned from California in 1855 he said he made a deposit 
of certain gold in the mint at Philadelphia. “In addition,the tes- 
timony in California is very conclusive that a man calling himself 
A.Squires has been known to be a miner where the applicant claims 
to have lived for the last twenty years--many persons knowing him 


for the last several years;that he was a man of honesty,veracity, 


and upright in his dealings;that,being a single man,he had means 





sufficient to subsist upon without the necessity of withdrawing the : 
value of the dust left in Philadelphia in 1855. Some of the testi- B. 


mony taken in California represents him as having a considerable 
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amount of moncy;and the reason given for making the ap) lication now 
is on account of sane recent affliction attendant ,no doubt ,upon ; 
hard work in the mines,together with old age and exposure. Looking 
at the whole case,I am very yell satisfied in my own mind that he 
is the real party in interest,and that he should be paid the value 
of .the gold dust in question whatever that may be. 

I see that it is stated by the Director of the Mint that, 
in case of lost receipts for deposits, a bond of indemnity should 
be required as a condition of their payment. I suggest that in 
this case Mr.Squires produces what he claims to have been the orig- 
inal receipt. The name of the deyositor,as before stated has be- 
come indistinet by reason of such causes as he assigns in his af- 
fidavit. It is my opinion that if a paper is presented to you 
bearing evident marks of being the original receiyt,then the case 
cannot be treated as. if the receipt had been lost and a bond of in- 
demnity required as in the case of lost certificates according to 
departmental regulations as incorporated in form A. If,however,you 
come to the conclusion,under the circumstances,that it is expedient 
to require a bond you can do so;but I am very well satisfied,in my 
ow mind,that this man is the real party in interest,and that the 


yaper as described by you and the testimony before me is really the 
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s 


original certificate. 

As you requested,I return the original proof taken at 
Wheeling,West Virginia,but retain the other papers,as they seem to 
be copies of originals on file in your bureau. It is important, 
however,that you send to me to be filed with the other proof in the 
case a cory of the proof taken at Wheeling. In after years it may 
be necessary to refer to this matter,and the whole of the proof 
upon which I base this opinion should be at hand here where it can 
be examined,if necessary. You will please therefore have a copy 
of the proof taken at Wheeling sent to me for file with the other 
proof. I supy oseyou can retain the original proof in your office. 

Respectfully yours, 


Comptroller. a 


i 
& 






WC ae vee 
Welir a 
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[Abstract:] Relative to A. Squires in answer to Supts. Letter of 6” Inst. 


Treasury Department, 
First Comptroller’s Office, 
Washington, D.C., 

March 8, 1889 


Hon. Daniel M. Fox, 
Superintendent of the Mint, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 


Sir: 


I am in receipt of your communication of the 6th instant, together with accompanying 
papers in regard to a certain deposit of 124 90/100 ounces of gold deposited in the Mint at 
Philadelphia on June 11, 1855, by one A. Squires from Colorado County, Cal., which you have 
submitted to me for my opinion as to whether or not the testimony offered is sufficient to 
authorize you to pay the value of said deposit of gold to a man now representing himself as A. 
Squires, and claiming to be the same person who made the deposit as aforesaid. 


You transmit to me the original testimony taken in Wheeling, West Virginia, for the 
purpose of identifying the man, and also copies of the testimony taken in California. It has been a 
long time since the deposit was made, and I think you should be very cautious in making 
payment, and not pay it to any one whose identity is not, in your opinion, clearly established. 


I understand from the affidavit presented by the man representing himself to be A. 
Squires, as well as your own statement, that he produces what is claimed to be the original 
certificate of deposit given by the officers of the Mint in 1855, but that, owing to the faded 
condition of the paper, the name of the party, if any, which was in the blank space cannot now be 
deciphered, except brought out by chemicals, and then very indistinctly. I understand, also, from 
your communication, that at the time the deposit was made the signature of the depositor, A. 
Squires was taken upon your books, and the signature of the applicant, upon comparison with 
that on your books, appears, in your opinion, as very similar to the latter, as much like it as could 
be expected considering the advanced ago of the applicant, who now claims to be about 71 years 
old. 


I find, also, in examining the papers that parties living in New York suggest that their 
uncle, one Anderson Squier went to California about the same time that the applicant went, and 
that he returned in the year 1855 with a considerable amount of gold-dust, no trace of which was 
found in his family until the publication was made in regard to the application now before you by 
Mr. A. Squires. You will observe that there is a difference in the two names. The applicant’s 
name is Alexander Squires, while the name of the person suggested by the New York parties is 
Anderson Squier. If I understand you, the signature upon the books of the Mint is A. Squires and 
not Squier; so that there seems to be a very marked discrepancy between the two names as 
presented in the papers which you have enclosed to me. 
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I have examined the testimony taken in Wheeling, West Virginia, together with that taken 
in California; and I am very well satisfied from that testimony, that the party now claiming the 
deposit is the party who is really entitled to it. I have rarely ever known a case to, be better made 
out that that he seems to make out by persons who have known him from boyhood, lived with 
him and near him until he left for California in 1850. They also state when he returned from 
California in 1855 he said he made a deposit of certain gold in the Mint at Philadelphia. In 
addition, the testimony in California is very conclusive that a man calling himself A. Squires has 
been known to be a miner where the applicant claims to have lived for the last twenty years — 
many persons knowing him for the last several years; that he was a man of honesty, veracity, and 
upright in his dealings; that, being a single man, he had means sufficient to subsist upon without 
the necessity of withdrawing the value of the dust left in Philadelphia in 1855. Some of the 
testimony taken in California represents him as having a considerable amount of money; and the 
reason given for making the application now is on account of some recent application attendant, 
no doubt, upon hard work in the mines, together with old age and exposure. Looking at the 
whole case, I am very well satisfied in my own mind that he is the real party in interest, and that 
he should be paid the value of the gold dust in question whatever that may be. 


I see that it is stated by the Director of the Mint that, in case of lost receipts for deposits, a 
bond of indemnity should be required as a condition of their payment. I suggest that in this case 
Mr. Squires produces what he claims to have been the original receipt. The name of the 
depositor, as before stated has become indistinct by reason of such causes as he assigns in his 
affidavit. It is my opinion that if a paper is presented to you bearing evident marks of being the 
original receipt, then the case cannot be treated as if the receipt had been lost and a bond of 
indemnity required as in the case of lost certificates according to departmental regulations as 
incorporated in form A. If, however, you come to the conclusion, under the circumstances, that it 
is expedient to require a bond you can do so; but I am very well satisfied, in my own mind, that 
this man is the real party in interest, and that the paper as described by your and the testimony 
before me is really the original certificate. 


As you requested, I return the original proof taken at Wheeling, West Virginia, but retain 
the other papers, as they seem to be copies of originals on file in your bureau. It is important, 
however, that you send to me to be filed in your bureau. It is important, however, that you send 
to me to be filed with the other proof in the case a copy of the proof taken at Wheeling. In after 
years it may be necessary to refer to this matter, and the whole of the proof upon which I base 
this opinion should be at hand here where it can be examined, if necessary. You will please 
therefore have a copy of the proof taken at Wheeling sent to me for file with the other proof. I 
suppose you can retain the original proof in your office. 


Respectfully yours, 
M. J. Dunham 
Comptroller. 


[Noted at the bottom: ] 


$2,201.78 


